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Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, TITLE, AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 1 

A. Barbara A. Meisenheimer, Public Utility Economist, Office of the Public 2 

Counsel, P. O. Box 2230, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102.  I am also employed as 3 

an adjunct Economics and Statistics Instructor for William Woods University. 4 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATIONAL AND EMPLOYMENT BACKGROUND. 5 

A. I hold a Bachelor of Science degree in Mathematics from the University of 6 

Missouri-Columbia (UMC) and have completed the comprehensive exams for a 7 

Ph.D. in Economics from the same institution.  My two fields of study are 8 

Quantitative Economics and Industrial Organization.  My outside field of study is 9 

Statistics.  I have taught economics courses for the University of Missouri-10 

Columbia, William Woods University, and Lincoln University, mathematics for 11 

the University of Missouri-Columbia and statistics for William Woods 12 

University.   13 
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Q. HAVE YOU TESTIFIED PREVIOUSLY BEFORE THE COMMISSION? 1 

A. Yes, I have testified on behalf of the consumer in telecommunication cases before 2 

the Missouri Public Service Commission. (PSC or Commission) for more than ten 3 

years and testified on many telecom issues, including competition in Missouri. 4 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 5 

A. The purpose of this testimony is to present Public Counsel’s comments and 6 

positions regarding a review of the status of competition in exchanges for which 7 

Southwestern Bell Telephone L.P. d/b/a AT&T Missouri (AT&T) has received a 8 

competitive classification to determine whether or not the competitive status 9 

should continue.   I will also comment on the appropriate schedule for review of 10 

competitive classifications. 11 

 Primarily Public Counsel wants to address how the circumstances have changed 12 

since the grant of competitive status and it is contrary to the public interest to 13 

continue the competitive classification in the 60-day petition.   14 

Q. IN PREPARATION OF YOUR TESTIMONY, WHAT MATERIALS DID YOU REVIEW? 15 

A. I have reviewed the Staff Report filed in this case (August 8, 2006), the Staff’s 16 

workpapers, and the amended direct testimony of PSC Staff witness John Van 17 

Eschen in cases TO-2006-0093 and TO-2006-0102.  I have also reviewed 18 

information available from Commission records, including portions of the rate 19 

increase tariffs and related materials filed with the Commission by AT&T and the 20 

PSC Staff regarding Tariff File No. JI-2006-0638 and Tariff File No. JI-2006-21 

0638.  Also I reviewed portions of the record from prior cases investigating the 22 
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status of competition in SBC exchanges as well as data gathered from public 1 

sources.  2 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS PROCEEDING? 3 

A. The Commission established this proceeding for the purpose of evaluating under 4 

Section 392.245 RSMo if the conditions that existed when AT&T’s received 5 

competitive classifications still exist in certain exchanges and whether or not it is 6 

the public interest to continue the competitive status. 7 

Q. WHY DOES PUBLIC COUNSEL FOCUS ON THE 60-DAY PETITION EXCHANGES BUT 8 

NOT ON THE 30-DAY PETITION CHANGES? 9 

A. Public Counsel focused its limited resources on the 60-day petition exchanges due 10 

to the low threshold for competitive classification under the 30-day petitions.  The 11 

threshold for granting competitive status is set so low that it does not protect 12 

consumers from unfettered monopoly or dominant provider pricing because it 13 

abandons reasonable consideration of relevant economic factors.  AT&T 14 

successfully lobbied for the new statutory limits on the Commission’s ability to 15 

consider more than the most meager showing of alternatives to basic telephone 16 

service before granting competitive status within the 30-day petition.  Although 17 

the Staff’s Report and workpapers indicate a reasonable inquiry into this limited 18 

criteria, the Staff Report should have identified and verified the wireless carriers 19 

relied upon to demonstrate continued eligibility for a competitive classification. 20 
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Q. WHAT ARE THE KEY GROUNDS FOR PUBLIC COUNSEL’S CHALLENGE OF THE 1 

COMPETITIVE STATUS FOR EXCHANGES APPROVED UNDER THE 60-DAY 2 

PROVISION OF SECTION 392.245.5? 3 

A. Public Counsel is challenging the competitive classification for residential and 4 

business service in those exchanges qualified under the 60-day petition based 5 

upon the change in circumstances that existed at the time of the reclassification 6 

and that the conditions for competitive classification do not continue to exist.  7 

Public Counsel submits that to continue the competitive classification in light of 8 

present circumstances would be contrary to the public interest.  9 

Q. WHAT PORTION OF SECTION 392.245 IS AT ISSUE WITH RESPECT TO THE 60-DAY 10 

PROVISION? 11 
 12 
A. The relevant portion of text of Section 392.245.5 at issue states:   13 

 The commission shall, at least every two years, or where an 14 
incumbent local exchange telecommunications company 15 
increases rates for basic local telecommunications services in 16 
an exchange classified as competitive, review those exchanges 17 
where an incumbent local exchange carrier's services have 18 
been classified as competitive, to determine if the conditions of 19 
this subsection for competitive classification continue to exist 20 
in the exchange and if the commission determines, after 21 
hearing, that such conditions no longer exist for the incumbent 22 
local exchange telecommunications company in such exchange, 23 
it shall reimpose upon the incumbent local exchange 24 
telecommunications company, in such exchange, the provisions 25 
of paragraph (c) of subdivision (2) of subsection 4 of section 26 
392.200 and the maximum allowable prices established by the 27 
provisions of subsections 4 and 11 of this section, and, in any 28 
such case, the maximum allowable prices established for the 29 
telecommunications services of such incumbent local exchange 30 
telecommunications company shall reflect all index 31 
adjustments which were or could have been filed from all 32 
preceding years since the company's maximum allowable 33 
prices were first adjusted pursuant to subsection 4 or 11 of this 34 
section. (Emphasis supplied.) 35 
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Q. IS THE COMMISSION’S REVIEW LIMITED TO ONLY THOSE EXCHANGES WHERE 1 

BASIC LOCAL SERVICE RATES WERE INCREASED? 2 

A. No.  The Commission is not prohibited from reviewing its grant of competitive 3 

status at any time.  The statute’s two year period acts as an upper limit on the time 4 

between reviews.  There is no limit on the time or frequency so the Commission 5 

may review the status at any time, but at least every two years.   6 

Q. DO YOU BELIEVE THERE IS GOOD REASON TO REVIEW THE CONDITIONS THAT 7 

EXIST IN AT&T EXCHANGES WHERE THE COMPANY HAS NOT INCREASED BASIC 8 

LOCAL SERVICE RATES SINCE RECEIVING A COMPETITIVE CLASSIFICATION? 9 

A. Yes.  Shortly after receiving competitive classification, AT&T increased basic 10 

local service rates in areas supposedly subject to the greatest competition, its 11 

“competitive” metropolitan and suburban exchanges and to those customers 12 

supposedly most likely to see benefits from competition, business customers.  13 

Business customers in competitive exchanges experienced a $1 increase in basic 14 

local service. Single line residential customers in competitive Rate Group B 15 

exchanges experienced a 14% increase.  Residential customers subscribing to flat 16 

rate trunk service experienced increases of 14% to 19%.   This aggressive action 17 

to raise rates significantly above the rates that are allowed under price caps is a 18 

strong reason to consider if the public interest is still served with the continuation 19 

of competitive status under the 60-day provision contained in Section 392.245.5 20 

RSMo (2005 Cum. Supp.). 21 
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Q. WHAT RATES DID AT&T INCREASE FOR RESIDENTIAL AND BUSINESS 1 

CUSTOMERS? 2 

A. The Staff Report filed in this case dated August 8, 2006 states that “In Tariff File 3 

No. JI-2006-0638, AT&T Missouri increased the monthly rates for business basic 4 

local telecommunications service in its Rate Group B and larger competitively 5 

classified exchanges. The increase was one dollar for all rate groups.” And, “In 6 

Tariff File No. JI-2007-0011, AT&T Missouri increased the monthly rates for 7 

residential basic local telecommunications service in its Rate Group B and larger 8 

competitively classified exchanges. The increase varied among the different rate 9 

groups and ranged from approximately 4.8% to approximately 19%.”  These are 10 

included in Schedule BAM Direct-2 and Schedule BAM Direct-3. 11 

Q. HOW DO THESE RATE INCREASES FOR BASIC LOCAL SERVICES COMPARE TO 12 

THOSE RATE INCREASES ALLOWED UNDER PRICE CAPS? 13 

A. Under price cap regulation increases in basic rates are tied to changes in the 14 

Consumer Price Index for Telecommunications Service (CPI-TS).  Rate increases 15 

may not exceed any rise in that index and a decrease in that index mandates a 16 

reduction in rates by that index change.  17 

Q. WHAT IS THE PERFORMANCE OF THE CPI-TS IN RECENT YEARS? 18 

A. I obtained information from the Bureau of Labor Statistics on performance of the 19 

CPI-TS.  The annual CPI-TS fell from 98.3 to 95.8, a change of -2.5% from 2003 20 

to 2004 and fell from 95.8 to 94.9, a change of -.9% from 2004 to 2005.  Over the 21 

first 10 months of 2006, the Index rose to 96.8 but this represents only a 1.9% 22 

increase which is significantly less than the increase in basic rates implemented 23 
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by AT&T.  Schedule BAM Direct-1 illustrates the CPI-TS changes I have 1 

described. 2 

Q. FROM AN ECONOMIC PERSPECTIVE, DO YOU BELIEVE IT IS IMPORTANT IN THE 3 

60-DAY TRACK PETITIONS FOR THE COMMISSION, IN ITS DISCRETION, TO 4 

EVALUATE THE QUALITY AND QUANTITY OF COMPETITION ASSOCIATED WITH A 5 

COMPETITIVE CLASSIFICATION? 6 

A. Yes.  For competition to be meaningful and not contrary to the public interest, it 7 

should constrain the price a monopoly provider or a dominate provider might 8 

otherwise charge for service.  The Legislature apparently sought to protect the 9 

consumer from basic local price increases after an exchange is declared 10 

competitive by directing that a Commission review of the qualifications for 11 

continued competitive classification is warranted if an incumbent increases basic 12 

local telecommunications service rates in such an exchange 13 

Q. HOW DOES AT&T’S PRICE INCREASES FOR BASIC LOCAL SERVICE CHANGE THE 14 

CONDITIONS THAT EXISTED AT THE TIME THAT THE COMMISSION GRANTED 15 

COMPETITIVE STATUS? 16 

A. AT&T’s action to raise basic local service prices significantly above the level 17 

allowed under price caps provides new evidence that competitive forces are not 18 

constraining AT&T’s power.   It is also important to note that when AT&T 19 

increased basic local service prices, it raised the basis for resellers’ prices for 20 

basic local service and in turn increased CLEC resellers’ prices.  The domino 21 

effect of these basic local increases coupled with the fact that under price cap 22 

regulation, the Company increased many of the prices for its nonbasic services 23 

year after year (often up to the maximum ceiling) should give the Commission 24 
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abundant reason to believe that the public interest is no longer served by 1 

continuing the competitive classification in these exchanges and that to do so is 2 

contrary to the public interest. 3 

Q. FROM AN ECONOMIC PERSPECTIVE, WHAT OTHER REASONS MAKE IT IMPORTANT 4 

FOR THE COMMISSION TO EVALUATE THE QUALITY AND QUANTITY OF 5 

COMPETITION AS PART OF ITS ANALYSIS OF WHETHER COMPETITVE 6 

CLASSIFICATION IS CONTRARY TO THE PUBLIC INTEREST? 7 

A. In addition to promoting affordability, for competition to be meaningful and not 8 

contrary to the public interest, it should promote availability, better quality and 9 

more variety for consumers.  I believe that the legislative intent and purposes 10 

identified in Section 392.185, RSMo, serve as a reasonable yardstick in 11 

evaluating whether this status is in the public interest or is contrary to public 12 

interest.   13 

Q. WHAT DOES SECTION 392.185, RSMO IDENTIFY AS THE GOALS AND PURPOSES OF 14 

THE MISSOURI TELECOMMUNICATIONS LAW? 15 

 16 
A. (1) Promote universally available and widely affordable telecommunications 17 

services;  18 
 19 

(2) Maintain and advance the efficiency and availability of telecommunications 20 
services;  21 

 22 
(3) Promote diversity in the supply of telecommunications services and products 23 
throughout the state of Missouri;  24 

 25 
(4) Ensure that customers pay only reasonable charges for telecommunications 26 
service;  27 
 28 
(5) Permit flexible regulation of competitive telecommunications companies and 29 
competitive telecommunications services;  30 
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 1 
(6) Allow full and fair competition to function as a substitute for regulation when 2 
consistent with the protection of ratepayers and otherwise consistent with the 3 
public interest;  4 

 5 
(7) Promote parity of urban and rural telecommunications services;  6 

 7 
(8) Promote economic, educational, health care and cultural enhancements; and  8 

 9 
(9) Protect consumer privacy.  10 

 AT&T’s price cap increases do not advance these goals and in fact run a foul of 11 

Section 392.185(1)(4) and (6).  A competitive classification that is contrary to the 12 

goals established by Section 392.185, RSMo, should be returned to price cap 13 

regulation.  14 

Q. HAS AT&T USED THE “FLEXIBILITY” PROVIDED UNDER COMPETITIVE 15 

CLASSIFICATION TO LOWER BASIC LOCAL SERVICE PRICES IN THOSE EXCHANGES 16 

DECLARED COMPETITIVE? 17 

A. It appears that AT&T has not used that flexibility to address its “competition”.  I 18 

was unable to identify any basic local services in any competitive exchanges 19 

where AT&T lowered the price after it was granted competitive status either 20 

under the 30-day or 60-day petitions. 21 

Q. HAS AT&T BEEN MANDATED TO REDUCE BASIC LOCAL SERVICE RATES IN 22 

EXCHANGES STILL PROTECTED UNDER PRICE CAP REGULATION? 23 

A. Yes.  In September, 2005, as required by the price cap statute, AT&T lowered 24 

basic local service rates by 1.95% to reflect the reduction in the CPI-TS (See 25 

Schedule BAM Direct-6). 26 
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  In contrast to the 2005 CTI-TS reduction that AT&T was compelled to 1 

make under the price cap statute, AT&T later increased local basic rates in 2 

competitive exchanges.  These increases ranged from 4% to 19% depending on 3 

the exchange.  Generally, these residential customers saw an increase in local 4 

rates.  Business customers saw a $1/per month increase in basic local rates. 5 

Q. HAS PRICE CAP REGULATION LIMITED AT&T FROM INCREASING RATES FOR NON 6 

BASIC SERVICE? 7 

A. Yes.  AT&T increased prices for unbundled non basic services, such as customer 8 

calling features, local operator services and payphone services but those increases 9 

were limited to approximately 5%. (See Schedules BAM Direct-4 and BAM 10 

Direct-5 for examples.)    11 

Q. IN THE PROCEEDING GRANTING COMPETITIVE CLASSIFICATION CONSUMER 12 

“CHOICE” WAS A PRIMARY REASON GIVEN BY AT&T IN SUPPORT OF 13 

COMPETITIVE STATUS.  FROM AN ECONOMIC PERSPECTIVE, HAS THE COMPETIVE 14 

STATUS EXPANDED CHOICE FOR CUSTOMERS?  15 

A. No.  The SBC/AT&T merger and MCI’s acquisition by Verizon has significantly 16 

altered competitive conditions for the new AT&T.  The available choices of 17 

facility based CLEC service have dwindled.  The Commission should consider if 18 

comparable services are available at comparable price, terms and conditions.   19 
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Q. WHY SHOULD THE COMMISSION MAKE A PUBLIC INTEREST EVALUATION AS PART 1 

OF ITS REVIEW OF THESE COMPETITIVE EXCHANGES? 2 

A. It appears that such an inquiry is part of the review process under the statute, but I 3 

will leave the legal argument to the attorneys.  4 

 From an economic perspective and from a regulatory and public policy view, the 5 

Commission should certainly consider the public interest implications, just as it 6 

was required to do to in the reclassification petition case, to determine if “such 7 

competitive classification is contrary to the public interest.”   I believe that good 8 

public policy and regulatory policy demands that the Commission consider all 9 

relevant factors in its decision making process and evaluate the evidence of those 10 

relevant factors. It’s my understanding that the law also requires the Commission 11 

to consider all relevant factors. 12 

Q. WHAT ARE SOME OF THOSE FACTORS THAT THE COMMISSION SHOULD CONSIDER 13 

IN MAKING ITS PUBLIC INTEREST ANALYSIS? 14 

A. The legislature identified in Section 392.185, RSMo 2000, seven items that it said 15 

should be considered in applying the telecommunications regulatory laws.  Those 16 

items were discussed previously. 17 

 From the economic perspective, the Commission should look at who are the 18 

“competitors” that still provide local services in those exchanges and what are 19 

their relative strength as compared to AT&T. 20 

 Recent events in the industry that affect the competitive environment are relevant.  21 

The acquisition of the legacy AT&T by SBC giving birth to the new AT&T 22 

created a super ILEC with a national presence, while also nullifying a major local 23 
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telecommunications service competitor in Missouri.  The Verizon acquisition of 1 

MCI also diminished local competition AT&T faces. 2 

Q. WHAT DOES THE CONSIDERATION OF THESE FACTORS REVEAL? 3 

A. The Staff’s investigation and the data it compiled from Commission records 4 

paints a picture where today consumers in the exchanges under review have little 5 

to no local facilities based competition.  Also, it demonstrates that in many of 6 

those exchanges classified as competitive there has been no growth or negative 7 

growth in facility based CLEC lines. 8 

 For Residential exchanges 60-day petition (approximate) 9 

• 76% negative or no growth in facilities based CLEC lines 10 

• 36 of 51 exchanges showed no facilities or partially based facilities based 11 

CLEC lines 12 

 For Business exchanges 60-day petition (approximate) 13 

• 47% negative or no growth in facilities based CLEC lines 14 

• 5 of 30 exchanges showed no facilities or partially based facilities based 15 

CLEC lines 16 

Q. IN ITS ORIGINAL PETITION, AT&T ARGUED THAT THE COMMISSION WAS NOT TO 17 

REVIEW THE “EXTENT” OF COMPETITION.  DO YOU AGREE? 18 

A. I didn’t agree with the claim then, nor do I agree now.  The Commission should 19 

consider if comparable services are available at comparable price, terms and 20 

conditions.  The advent of local competition was characterized by hopes that 21 
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robust facilities based competition would develop.  The reality 10 years later is 1 

that only limited and weak facilities based competition exists.  Many of the 2 

carriers that offered promise in 1996, went out of business due to an inability to 3 

compete, were consumed in mergers and acquisitions or downgraded their 4 

business plans from independent facilities based competition to the fully 5 

dependant alternative of resale. 6 

Q. HAS THE COMMISSION RECEIVED ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING AREAS 7 

UNSERVED BY WIRELESS CARRIERS?  8 

A. Yes. In cases involving applications for ETC designations, wireless carriers 9 

admitted that they currently do not offer service to all customers within an 10 

exchange and would have to expand cell tower coverage to serve all requesting 11 

customers.  This illustrates the flaw in simply verifying the existence of a wireless 12 

carrier in an exchange as sufficient evidence of competition. 13 

Q. HOW DOES THIS INFORMATION CHANGE THE CONDITIONS THAT EXISTED AT THE 14 

TIME THAT AT&T WAS GRANTED COMPETITIVE STATUS UNDER THE 60-DAY 15 

PROVISIONS? 16 

A. This evidence validates concerns raised by Commissioners Gaw and Clayton 17 

regarding the lack of verification that customers actually have a competitive 18 

service alternative from a wireless carrier where a wireless carrier was relied upon 19 

as the basis for granting competitive classification in an exchange 20 
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Q. IS THE EVIDENCE YOU PROVIDED IN THE 60-DAY PETITION CASE STILL 1 

RELEVANT? 2 

A. Yes it is.  The Commission should give greater consideration to that evidence in 3 

light of the greater body of information supporting the fact that wireless carriers 4 

do not serve all customers in an exchange.  5 

  I found much of AT&T’s information on wireless offerings to be incorrect 6 

and incomplete.  Mr. Unruh appeared to rely heavily on a third-party equipment 7 

vendor/reseller website that provides information on the coverage of wireless 8 

carriers.  However, that information deviated substantially from the information I 9 

obtained from the actual wireless carriers.  In some cases, the difference in the 10 

number of exchanges served by a particular carrier differed by more than 20%.  I 11 

believe that a likely cause of the discrepancies is due to an overzealous use of the 12 

information obtained from the vendor/reseller.  The vendor/reseller describes its 13 

service as one that identifies carriers serving in the “area.”  It does not guarantee 14 

that service is available in a particular exchange.  15 

Q. BASED ON YOUR RESEARCH, WHAT ARE YOUR CONCLUSIONS ABOUT CONTINUED 16 

WIRELESS SERVICE AVAILABITLITY?  17 

A. The evidence here does not adequately address wireless service availability and 18 

fails to address issues regarding deficiencies in the availability and quality of 19 

coverage. 20 
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Q. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT RELYING TOO HEAVILY ON THE EXISTENCE OF WIRELESS 1 

CARRIERS IN DETERMINING WHERE TO GRANT COMPETITIVE CLASSIFICATION 2 

WOULD BE CONTRARY TO THE PUBLIC INTEREST? 3 

A. Yes I do. It is particularly important in promoting the public interest that wireless 4 

service is available and is of high quality where limited facilities-based 5 

alternatives are available or where landline alternatives rely heavily on the 6 

incumbent’s network. 7 

Q. ARE THERE ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS THAT YOU BELIEVE ARE RELEVANT IN 8 

CONSIDERING THE LEVEL OF LOCAL COMPETITION PROVIDED BY WIRELESS 9 

CARRIERS? 10 

A. Yes. Wireless carriers tend to require long-term contracts, conduct credit checks 11 

as a condition of service, and bundle services in a manner that results in package 12 

prices higher than the incumbent’s basic local service.  I believe that for these 13 

reasons, in addition to those discussed above, the Commission should be cautious 14 

in relying too heavily on wireless carriers when evaluating whether or not 15 

continuing the competitive status in these exchanges is contrary to the public 16 

interest.  17 

Q. BASED UPON AT&T’S PAST REPRESENTATIONS TO THE PUBLIC SERVICE 18 

COMMISSION, SHOULD THE PSC REASONABLY HAVE EXPECTED THAT AT&T 19 

WOULD MAKE INCREASES IN BASIC LOCAL RATES IN THESE COMPETITIVE 20 

EXCHANGES? 21 

A. No. In Case No TO-2005-0035, AT&T Regulatory Executive Director Craig 22 

Unruh testified in response to a Commissioner’s question about plans to raise 23 
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prices and how the reclassification would affect customers said:” I don't believe it 1 

will. The marketplace isn't going to allow any significant price increases on 2 

consumers. If we were to mistakenly try to raise prices to unreasonable levels, 3 

those customers are going to exercise their right to choose another provider, so 4 

obviously we would lose in that environment. So that's not something -- that's not 5 

something we intend to do”. (PSC Hearing Transcript, Page 561) 6 

 In that same case, Elizabeth Stoia, SBC Operations, Inc. Director – Consumer 7 

Marketing. San Antonio, (Transcript, pp.693-5) responded to a Commissioner’s 8 

question about the company’s intention if competitive status was granted for 9 

residential service as follows: 10 

 “I can tell you that I haven't done the financial analysis to answer that question in 11 

particular, but I can tell you a couple things. The first one is, the last thing that I'm 12 

going to do is do something that would cause my customers to leave SBC and go 13 

to another provider, whether it's a CLEC, voice over IP or wireless. I can 14 

guarantee you that. I'm going to do the appropriate financial analysis. I'm going to 15 

do the market analysis. I'm going to talk to my customers and see what it is that 16 

they want. I'm not going to do anything that's going to affect us losing more 17 

access lines.”  (Tr. 674). 18 

 She further said that she and SBC had not done the analysis, business case, or 19 

talked to customers about raising local rates and reiterated that “we're not going to 20 

do something that's going to cause customers to leave us.” (Tr.695) 21 
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 1 

Q. WOULD YOU EXPECT CUSTOMERS TO LEAVE AT&T IF BASIC LOCAL PRICES WERE 2 

INCREASED? 3 
 4 

A. No. That is the exact problem of market dominance and monopoly.  Customers 5 

faced with price increases do not have a choice of comparable substitutes. When 6 

there is insufficient competition to restrain price increases, then customers do not 7 

have sufficient alternatives and cannot avoid the price increase. 8 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 9 

A. Yes. 10 
















































